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Platonifme. A Paris, chez le Conte & ™ souperning the © shell Pista oe ‘ON 


DEFENSE des Saints Peres accufez de may Peay be peers tor rnd m a 
Montalant, Quay des Auguttins, prés la taughe in ic ( fiys that Father) bur Hy Writ, the ing 








svine 
i Sciences, the Jacred DoGrines; which is hy i 
rue Pavée, a la Ville de 1 Montpeliies. rang i Ta pn park ars Soke ¥ by i 
es oe ar See ence he 
_ Time, as ig, Nifbis, Sc. ° Far 
That is’, 4 Defenfe of the Hol “‘Failioh —_ crea ge the exten ite el, 
S taken to , and to 
charg ed with Placonifm. Pari IS. £7RE. Faithful and’ che Catechumeni shor: it. fw, was wie a a 
in ‘an Page. 640. Defign that Or/gen, Foe ante ” 
cag in the School of Alexandr ‘ 4, ap sr olied rienains to 
mekiwte borat “are Parte wba. by , which did not a little 
: i 0 go On wi ccount of t . 
mene mentioned i 2 bovd I a — ‘ater chu a abe 3 Prete, 8 , whi Origen i t erry 
. t ert here t owin rat of the , t t befides 
the poly Favhers charged with ronifm. Thee Bake | ‘aly Javed at praewhing se 


newly come out at Paris : The Subje& of ic is both Cu- 
rious and of great Importance ; and therefore I tho 
che fry Pepe be better pleafed with ie than with 
any thing elfe 

; This Work is a new Prodaétion of Father’Baliw, Ati- 

. chor of the Anfwer to the Bi wh & tes i i vided 
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ras 


into Four Books. In the ws, | 
the Fathers were not bred up if wun eae: 
the Second, Re uuheitakte te paragth Bie - fol, t 
lowed the Platonick Philofophy upon any Doctrine what. 
foever. He endeavours to thew, in the Third, rhat 
y did not reject and condemn: it in eneral, but a 
. writ nant the Principat Amnicbe 6. t an the he conte 
. all its rs with great 
" tempted to confound Plats, and Wate wi cotibemptihite 
y ye body. Laftly, he examines, in the Fourrh i 
‘; da Pretend that ave occafion’d theCharge of Plate 
. wife laid upon the Fathers, and anf{wers the je€tions, 


I. If the Fathers were bred up in epee fopby, i, 
muft be (jays the Author) for one of thefe 
fons: Either becaufe that Philofophy was. ceamonly 
taught in the Chriftian ‘Schools, in which tk hey were 
ftru&ted ; or becaufe in their private Studies they, see 
themfelves to that Philofoph wert fe Ae vet preferably oe, other 
becaufe it was inv int Sthoalh . whew 
thofe Bathers mi ve it it rer é their over! 
on: Three Suppofitions, the Falfiry whee Fat fire 
tw undertakes to demgutteme. 
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It were in vain to object that the Learned Chriftians of 
thofe Times might have followed the Heathen Philofo- 
phers in fuch things as agreed with the Do€trines of Chry 
ftianity, or at leaft in thofe wherein Religion was not 
concern’d, fuch as are moft Queftions relating to Natural 
Philofophy ; as in our Days they apply themfelves, in 
fach Matters, tothe Princkples of Ariftesle, Plato, Demo~ 
-ritus, and Epiewrus. But it ought to be confider’d , that 
Chriftianity cannot be endangered now’ by fuch a. Me- 
thod, fince Paganifm is wholly extin& ; whereas it pre- 
vailed ftillin the Time of the Fathers , and the Philofo- 
phers were the moft zealous Defenders of the — Re- 
ligion , and the moft violent Enemies to Chriftianity- 
And therefore the Fathers, far from favouring the Philo- 
fophers, even in their beft Notions, call them Plagiaries, 
and fhew that they took from the Sacred Writings their 
moft reafonable Doétrines, which they frequently disfi- 
ured and corrupted by many Errors. As for the Do- 
Grines relating to Natural Philofophy, not.to fay that the 
Fathers look’d upon them to be of little ufe by Reafon of 
their Uncertainty, and the many Contradiétions of the 
Philofophers; they believed that the Connexion of thofe 
Doétrines with fome Effential Truths, about which the 
Heathen Philofophers vented a Thoufand Errors, might 
render thofe Doftrines dangerous to Chriftianity. The 
contempt, which the Ancient Chriftians exprefsd for Na-. 
tural Philofophy, appears here in a full Light, by feveral 
Teftimonies of Exfebius, Socrates, Theodoret, and Latant:- 
w. Nothing can be more agreeable than the ingenious 
Raillery of Hermias upon the various Opinions of the 
Ancient Philofophers, concerning the Principles of Na- 
tural. Bodies ; a Raillery not unlike thofe that are tobe 
found in Lucian upon the fame Subject. “ Tf I follow 
« Anaxagoras ( Jays Hermias, ) he will teach me that a 
“ é iritual and Intelligent. Being framed the Univerfe, 
«« and difpofed the feveral Parts of it: when he tells me 
«© fo, I have an Efteem for him; and yield to his Opinion. 
« But here comes Meliffus and Parmenides: The latter 
«* teaches me, in his fine Verfes , that the World is Eter- 
« nal, Infinite, Unmoveable, and always like it {elf ; and 
é* T can’t tell how it comes to pafs, that he brings me over 
«to his Opinion. Thus Parmenides drives Anaxagoras 
out of my Mind,, When I think I am well fettled in 
« that DoStrine, Anaximenes cries out in my, Ears, and 
‘« tells me, I maintain that the whole Univerie is nothing 
“* but Air, which growing thick produces Water , being 
* rarified produces Fire , and refuminig its firft State, be- 
« comes pure Air, as it was before, I begin to like the 
« Doftrine of Anaximenes, and I grow fond of him. 
“Whereupon, Empedocles appears to me in a fit of An- 
«* ger, and cries out from the Furnaces of Mount £tna, 
« that Enmity and Amity are the Principles of all Things : 
« the latter, by uniting them ; the former, by feparating 
° theth. snd that their mutual Oppotigion is the Caule 
of all Effeds, I mutt further ol ferve, fays he , that 
they are Like and Unlike, Infinite and Finite, Eterpal, 
aad i . * . & ang ho ; rey A 
and yet produced in time. You are an admirable Man, 
“ Empedocles : I would ‘Madly follow you as far as your 
« Purnaces, wete it ndt for Protagoras, who takes me a- 
“ fide, and tells me, Tht Man is the End and Rule of all 
Things ;. that whatever falls under his Senfes, is real ; 
“ and whatever does riot fall under them, js nothing. Being 
“ wepuane upon by this Difcourfe of Pretagoras, I am 
‘ plea the Univerfe, and moft Things contain‘d in it, 
hat, 


_, belong to Man. Thales, on the | 
‘ ae, at trad we poe Pruth.; He fays, 

“ Water is the Principle of all Thin s;that every T 

i formed by Motu, and refolvéd ‘into i. / , 
Should I not believe Thales? Is ‘he nok the mott Ant = 
“ ent, Philofopher of the Jonick Sett ? “‘Neverthelefs’ 4-° 
“ gaximander, his Countryman, inforths the’, that Mo Ie, 
“ onis Aes tse ¢ of all Bs‘; fince it is the: 
“ Canfe of the Produtti fome, arid of the Corrupti-" 
“Gn ob athers. iio Mls fay that dnstimendir fy 
sg credible Man.” Buc srchelaws', who lays down” 


S 





“ ‘Heat and Cold for his Principles, is alfo very credible.’ 
Speaker , is not of his Opmi-. 
for his. 
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ggefts other Principlesto me, wie. the A& and the 


read ep lobar 
**' on, fince be admits God , Matter, and Idea 
7 Principles. Now T tuft yield ; for can'T for 
“ mi to thit Philofopher, who made fo ma 
"a Chariot for Jupiter’? But I hear bre 
i Dilciple, who Geing Jealous of Kis fer’ 








fide, beckens to. ~ 
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“ Subje&: He fays the former is uncapable of receivis 
“ any Quality ; whereas the latter receives Four tin 
‘* Drinefs, Moifture, Heat and Cold ; and that all Thines 
“ are produced and deftroyed by the Change fof thot. 
“ Four Qualities, which fucceed one another. 1 am adie 
“ ry of fo many Opinions, whereby I haye been fo long 
“ hurried up and down: I will therefore keep to Avifters 
“ But whar thall I do ? Some other Philofophers , parte 
“ ancient than he, make me uncaly, Pherecyaes, Lexcipony, 
“ Democritus, &C. 4 
What remains is to enguire, Whether Platonifx wa, 
the prevailing Philofophy in the Pagan Schools ; and whe 
ther the Ancient Fathers took it from thole Schools. Bur. 
faysthe Author, there is no manner of Probability in 
that Suppofition. For not only all the other Seéts caken 
together exceeded that of Plato in Number ; but befides 
’tiscertain , thatthe Plasonifein the Three firft Cenry. 
ries of Chriftianity , were lefs numerous , if compared 
with every other ‘particular Se&. Father Baleus gives us 
a compendious Hiftory of the Se& of Plato or the Acaden 
micks , whereby it appears that this Philofophy fell ineg 
decay foon after the death of Plato, the Difciples of thar 
Philofopher having forfaken or corrupted the greateft pag 
of his Doétrines ; viz. <Arcefilaus, who profelt to doubr 
of every thing ; Carneades and Clitomachns Authors of 3 
third Academy ; Philo and Antiochus Authors of a Fourth 
and Fifth; infomuch that the Platonick Philofophy was 
wholly deftroyed, when Chriftianity appear’d in the 
World. The Platoniffs are no more talk’d of cill the Reiga 
of the Antonini. Plotinus undertook to revive Platon:{ms 
under the Empire of Galienus ; but if we believe Eufebinas, 
notwithftanding all his Endeavours that Se& had but few 
Followers. On the contrary, the other Se&s flourifh’d ip 
the firft Ages of the Chriftian Church ; efpecially thofe of 
the Peripatecicks, and Stoicks, and even of the Epicurean; 
But, fays the Author, it was in the Schools of Rhetorick 
that moft of the ancient Learned Chriftians were taughe, 
and few came, from thofe of Philotophy, which were 
look’d upon as the Centre of Idolatry and Impiety, efpe- 
cially thofe of the Plasoni/ts. 


IJ. The Author having proved, that the Fathers were 
not: bred up im the Platonick Philofophy , proceeds tw 
fhew that they did not follow it: He does not except 
thofe Fathers, who frequented the Phasonick Schools be- 
fore their Converfion. They rejected the Heathen Phi- 
lofophy in general , and that of Plato'in particular; the 
more, becaufe they look’d upon it as a Part of Heathen. 
ifm, In effect ,.of the Three Sorts of Pagan Theology 
mention’d. by Karre , and feveral Authors aftes him, the 
Philofophical T eology was the, moft confiderable a and 
lay the greateft Claim to the .Name and Authority of 
Plato. The Fathers could not therefore expre{s too great 
an. Ssrion. Sor the Opinions of thav Philofopher : all 
of them did it , as, Father Baltus fhhews, beginning with 
Jufiin Martyr ; who being the only Father of the fick 
Ages of the Chriftian Church bred up ia Pletonifes 
mughe be fufpected of havingiatroduced it into Chrittia- 
nity, But the Readers will fee the contrary, by. reading, 
the Paffages collected by the Author. It will appear fromm 
thofe Paflages , that 2ufin Martyr equally rejeCeed. Plates 
Philofophy and that of Ariftorle, even in thofe Phings char 
feem to be moft indifferent ;, and rhat he acknowledged 
g.othes Mafters in Philofophy but the Prophets and Apo- 

s. Tertylian inveighs much more againit:the. Plasenifie 
than againft all the other Philofophers. Theophilus duti~ 
échent is not more favourable to them. LaZaxtins con- 
fures.the Pagan Philofophy, in all its Parts, wich the fame 
Vigor , ahd particularly applies himfelf to lay openthe 
Errors of Plato, St. Cyprian is much of the dame Opi- 
nion with Laantins. thefe Things are fully proved, 
by a Multitude of Paflages quoted at large, and in the 
“a iia oF se Bike samy : : 

o all thofe Authorities, Father Beltus adds. ‘ 

monies of St. Augaitin and Eufebine ; a pays op 
authentick , becaufe thofe Fathers writ large Volumes 
to confure the whole Pagan Theology, e{pecially Plates: 
Philofophy, which was the moft dangerous and the mol 
fedticing’ Kind of it. It was the Delign of St. aguétmy; 
in his Books de Civitate Dei, wherein he confutes the Ex- 
rors of the Plaronifts. "Tis true, he prefers them so the. 
other Sefts ; but if they appear to him better , ‘tis only 
by comparing them with worfe Philofophers ; a Prefe- 
rence 
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rence that is not mittch for their Honour. He compares 
the Platonifi: with Frogs, that are filent when it thunders ; 
he fays their Opinions are very fool:jh things , advanced by 
fome great Men: Nay, he condemns in his Retrafatiens 
fome indifferent Praifes he had beftowed upon them ; 
being above all things as unwilling as the other Fathers, 
to adopt their Expreffions. As for Eujebius, his Teftimo- 
ny is the leis to be fufpe&ted, becaufe being an Arian, he 
fhould have been fond of Plato. Neverchelefs, ia his 
Books de Preparations Evangelica, he ftrongly confutes the 
Platonick Philofophy , and goes chiefly upon chefe Two 
Reafons. 1. That all the Good Things contain’d in thac 
Philofophy , either in Morals, or in Logick or Natural 
Philofophy , is originally derived from the DoStrine of 
the Hebrews; and that therefore one muft leave the 
Stream, and go to the Fountain-Head. 2. That the Pis- 
tonick Philofophy is full of monftrous Errors, and need- 
Jefs Queftions ; to which he oppofes the Antiquity, Cer- 
tainty, and Purity of the Philofophy of the Hebrews. 
This Opinion of Eufebins may be {cen at large in the 
VIlilth, [Xth, and Xcth Chapters of this IId. Book 
Father Baltus, not contented with all thefe Arguments, 
brings in many others. The firft is taken from the Com- 
mentaries of thofe Fathers upon the Creation in Six Days; 
in which, had they follow’d Plate’s Philofophy, tliey 
would have explain’d the firft Chapters of Genefis agreca- 
bly to the Syitem of that Philofophy ; as moft of our 
Modern Interpreters have done, who endeavour to adapt 
thofe Chapters to their Philofophical Hypothefes. The 
Fathers took a quite different Method, out of Contempt 
for all manner of Heathen Philofophy. Far from admit- 
ting the Platomick Opinions in their Commentaries upon 
the Hexameron , the Ficft thing they do is ro reject. them ; 
witnefs St. Bafil, St. Ambrofe, and others who are more 
ancient. Nay, they will not admit them upon fome Mat. 
ters, wherein they might agree with the Scripture ; .as 
concerning the.Waters above the Firmament, the Figure 
of the World , @c. Tho’ the Fathers carried their Ab- 
horrence for the whole Heathen Philofophy too far; upon 
feveral Occafions ; that very thing plainly fhews they 
were not Platonifis. Which may be wonderfully con- 
ficm’d by this Circumftance; via. That the Heathens 
objected againft the Chriftians, that they had laid afide 
all manner of Philofophy ;. as one may fee in Tgtian, in 
Origen againtt Celfus, in £ufebius, and St. Gyr]. againft 
Fulian the Apoftate. ‘Tis an eafy thing to perceive by 
thofe Obje&tions, and the Anfwers the Chriftians made 
to them, that if they condemned in general all the Se&ts 
of Philofophy, they hated above all chat of the Plato- 
nifts, which they cried down, and the Abfurdities where- 
ot they difcover’d upon all Occafions. Burt (faid Fulian 
tothem) why then do you Rudy the Sciences of the Greeks, 
fince you fay that your Scripture is fufficient to teach you every 
thing? Ic ears from St. Cyril's Anfwer to this\Obje- 
ction , that Chriftians valued nothing but the Lan. 
guage i Books of the Heathens, and defpifed every 
ching elfe. tu wuz: ky. 
The Author alledges another Argument , to. fbew that 
the Ancient Fathers oppofed the Pagan Philofophy ; viz. 
That thofe who went about to juftify the Ufe of Arifo- 
tle’s Philofophy in thefe latcer Times , found nothing in 
the Fathers of the Church, wheteby fuch a Practice 
might be authorized. Father Balrys proves it by the Ex- 
ample of Melchior Canus and “Peravius. His lait Proof is 
grounded upon this; wiz. That the Fathers objetted 
againft the Hereticks, that they foliowed the'Platonick 
Philofophy , aid took cheir Errors front it which’ he 
proves at large) and with’ gréat Clearnefs. = 71 6 7? 


III. The Author having fthown that the Fathers did 
not follow the Platonick Philofophy; undertakes to prove 
that they oppofed it with great Force. The fir Brror 
of Plate, which the Fathers attack’d; was Polytheifm and 
Idolatry ; for tho’ he had fome Knowledge of the True 
God, he admitted many other Gods unknown fo the moft 
Superftitious Heathens ; andthofe..Deities make part of 
his Philofophical Syftem. Father Baltus gives a very par- 
ticular Account of that Polytheifm ; and fhews how 7u- 


ftin fier te Origen, ar: feats Theoderet, andthe other Fa-. 


thers c “préténds, that Plate cannot be ex- 


it, 
cuféd upon nl Head, without belyifig aH ’Sacréd. and | 


Prophane Antiquity. In the next place, he fhews that the 
Fondaefs of that Philofopher for ldivination, and his be- 
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Jieving that che PraGice of the Theurgy, or the Worthip 
of Interior Gods, was one of the moft effeMual Means of 
purifying che Soul from its Pollutions,did nota little cons 
tribute to the Magical Supéfftitions of his Followers. Td 
thefe. Motives he adds their Jealoufy of Chriftianity , and 
the Defiré of working Miracles in Oppofition to ic. The 
Readers will find here a Curious and diverting Enumera- 
tion.of thofe pretended. Miracles, wror nee by the Plas 
toniifs, who lived after the Beginning of Chriftianity, and 
{erioufly mention'd by them, RAPA TOW SET 

The Author proceeds to the Doétriné of Plate con- 
cerning the Nature, of the Soul, compofed: (according 
to that Philofopher) of Two-Pdrts, tlie one Spiritual, and 
the other Corporeal, and fubjeé&t to a Revolution call'd 
Metemp{ychofis. He alledges foe Pailages of the Fathers, 
among others, of Theederee, St. Irevieus and St. Chry/ofem; 
wherein that Error, and all the favourable Conftructions 
put upon it by fome new Platomifts,are ftrongly confured. 
Befidés , he reje&ts the Explidation of ‘that Metemp|ychofs, 
advanc'd by a Moderfi Interpreter ; and endeavours to 
prove, that it is contrary to che Opinion of all the Hea- 
thens in general, and of the P/atomif¥ in particular, but 
efpecially fo that of the Fathers. “Thofe: Fathers (fays 
thé Author) have not Been moré favourable co the Do. 
&rine of Plate concerning the Return of thé Souls from 
Heaven upon Earth, nor to their prétended Réminif. 
cence, . 

The Author difcourfes, in the next place, of the Erd 
rors of that Philofopher relating to Natural Philofophy. 
He charges him, after the Fathers, with making Matte 
Ererhal, and looking upon it as the Cafe of Evil ; and 
an{wers what has been alledg’d by the Interpreter above. 
méntion’d in Plato's Vindication upon that Head. After. 
wards he examines the Opinion of that’ Philofopher con- 
cefthing the Nature Of Ideas ; an Opinidh no€ wholly re. 
jéfted by Eufebius and St. svyattin, but difapproved by thé 
reateft part of the othér Fachers. who put upon it the 
Senfe of Ariforle. As for the Eternity of the World; 
tho’ it bé a doubrful thing whether’ P/ato taught fuch # 
Do&ttine ,. ‘tis but too true ( fays the’Author ) that the 
Platonifis maintain’d'it. ‘The Fathers confured this Opi. 
nion, and thé Ridiculows Fables they gave out concerning 
the different Bodies which the Sou! affumed ; according 
to the different Eleitients it ye pete tobe in, atid con- 
cerning the perpetual Return of tiie fame Perfons and of 
the fame Events. . 

Father Baleus does not entertain a more favourable O. 
Pinion of Plate’s Morality, than of his Natural Philofo- 
phy, and Theology : He examines the feveral Errors cor- 
tain’d in it, which were confuted by che Fachers, and par. 
ticularly by Theodoree. He therefore wonders that the 
Learned Tranflator, frequently quoted by him, fhould fo 
highly commefid that Morality , and aliedges fome Rea- 
fons for ob — He = nes upon 
what.Grounds that Interpreter undertook to juitifi . 
te of Plate, datsre to the Jadgmenc of St cha 
and Theodoret. He denies that P/ateo knew - Virtue call’d 
ry, he fhews chat the Books of 
of ey a Vani : Pas 






t (according 
to Origen) an outlide of Humility ; in &,Word; that Plate 
had not the firft Notions of that Virtue , ‘Which was only 
taught by Chrift. my es . 

‘As for the mot pealanahls Onde ; Phil 
; wel aa 


4 m. t .e fame time, t cbs corrup Jd the pos to 
‘byhis Eccors, partly nor'to feem eo depatt tho chuck 
5 yc aha etd ; ti ly ' 
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oth 


ageeaberTngs mang elt upse SI ren 
prey out of Vat digi My i 

= Safin sry, Sean, Tah Ni 
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beodoret, and St. Cyril. + omolr 


~ Inthe next place , the Author thews What thé Fathefs 
thought of Plate and his Philofophy, with Refpet to the 


t uced.. ThofeFat maintain, that Plate 
dott ter deferve.to ROY it ae With the enka Chri. 
{tian} that his’Philofophy is altogether ufelefs, fince ir 
could ‘perfuad¢ no body, whereas the Crofs of Jefus Chrift 
has perfuaded the whole Worl. cf the moft I nt 


ruths; 
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Truths ; that no City was ever “governed according to 
the Laws of Pilate, moe, the Apoftles. caufed the Laws 
of Chrift to'be obferved all over the Earth ; chat Plasto 
could not perfuade his Difciple Ariffotle of his Do&rine, 
concerning the, yrtality of the Soul , whi e the Apo- 
ftles convinced all Nations of that Truth. The Reafons 
alledged by the Fathers to thew why that Philofoph did 
litle good co che World, are not for the Honour of Pla 
zo. © He wasa Man (fa they), full of Vanity , who 
‘did not care to teach ufeful Things, but only co make 
<4 fhew of his Eloquence. Which is the Reafon of that 
“ Verbofity, tedious Prolixity, and Obfcurity that ap- 
‘ pear in his Works , whereby they would be of no ufe, 
‘though chey fhould contain fome good Bs ”, As 
tor what concerns the Eloquence of Plato, the fathers of 
the Church (fays the Author) commend hint for it. “* Nay 
‘« ie may be faid, chat they omitted nothing to perfuade 
every body of it,; but it was in order to fet off the Vi- 
“ Gory which che Chriftian Religion obtain’d over that 
‘‘ Philofopher, by thewing, that notwithftanding all his 
‘ Eloquence, and the rex Reputation he acquired amon 

‘« the Heathens, he had been overcome and exterminated, 
‘ with the whole Pagan Philofophy , by fome poor Fi- 
‘* fhermen, whohad neither Learning nor Eloquence, 
‘* and were as contemptible, in’ the Eyes of the World, 
‘as plato and his Followers were [lluftrious, Powerful 


“* and Confiderable. 


IV. Father Baltus examines in the [Vth Book feveral 
Reafons alledged to prove the Platonifm of the’ Fathers, 
and undertakes to fhew the Weaknefs of thofe Arguments. 
He brings under Four Principal Heads what concerns the 
Origin and Progrefs of that Opinion. _ 7 

he firft is the prepoffeffion of moft Learned Men, 
who believe it was with P/ato’s Philofophy in the firft A- 
gesof the Chriftian Church, as with that of pifotle in 
thefe Jatter Ages, The Author refers the Reader to the 
preceding Books, where be has confuted that Opinion, 
proceeds to the Second Reafon’, grounded upon the 
comiums beftowed upon Plate and his Philofophy by 
thé Fathers. Clemens Alexandrinus, Juffin Martyr, and St. 
Auguftin are particulatly quoted upon that Account. To 
begin with Clemens Alexandrinus, who_ (according to M. 
de,Olerc). commends Plato fo far as to afcribe co him fome- 
thing prophetical, Father Baleus fays that Suppofition is 
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only buile upon 2° Paffage’ of that” Writery wherein-we. 
read propheticaly inftead of poetically, which isstht-tme. 
Reading; asit appears from Bufebinss and’ thaw! Clemens, 
far from taking’ Plato for a-kind of Prophet; did-always 
look upon himras a Plagiaty, and‘a Corruprer-of the Pron 
phers. The Author denies what M: leClere fays thar thig 
Father profefs'd'three*different Setis of the PaganPhilofgs 
phy, and adopred feveral of their’ Errors, amongeotherg , 
the Eternity of ‘Matter. The Praifes beftowedupon pj,, 
te by te Martyr, are not a better Proof of the Plavon ify 
of that Father ; and ‘it does n ot appear from the Paffages 
quoted by M: le Clerc, (faysthe Author; ) that Jufin*had 
a r Notion of P/ato than‘of other Philofophers, ana 
of the Poets themftlves As for St. Auguftin, if he feems. 
in fome places, to be more favourable co’ Plare than the 
more Ancient Fathers, ’tis becaufe* Platonifm: bemg~ aj. 
moft deftroyed in his time, thofe Praifes*were not! of fy 
dangerous a Confequence with ere to Chrifti ity”: 
Though, to fpeak’the’ Truth, the’ Encomiums which:§;; 
Auguftin beftows upon Plato,are only defign dto thew thar 
this Father was in the right to pitch upon the ‘Platonipt; 
among all other Philofophers, to confute their Errors, [¢ 
St. Auguftin found in the Books of the New Plaron:fty thy 
beginning of St. Fohn’s Gofpel, ‘tis becaufe thofe Philofo. 
phers made,it their own, as well as fevetal other Doétrines 
which they borrowed from Chriftianity: 

The Third Reafon, why the Fathers have-been charged 
with Plaroni{m, proceeds: from the Method»of'fome fy. 
mous Authors, who being’ puzzled with fome Expreffions 
of the Fathers, concerning the’ Myftery) of the Trinity, 
laid the'Faule upon Piato’s' Philofophy, by fuppofing; rhat 
ithad been cultivated by the Ancient Chriftians. The 
Author of the Origeniana, and the Learned” Petaviiys are 
two of thofé Writérs, who entertain fuch an Opinion’: 
Father Baltus anfwers them inthe IXth-and Xth Chapters, 
He dénies that there are fome Platenick’Bxpreffions in the 
Paffages of the Fathers quoted by Petauias: 


Laftly, he confutes'the Sotiniant, whofay that the Fa. 
thers took their Do&ttine, concerning the 'Frinity; ftom 
the Platomick rigs 14 In the remaining Part of: this 
Book, the Author makes feveral Reflexions upon forte 
Paffages of M. /e Clerc, relating to the Platiwifw of the 
Fathers ; and undértakesto prove againft him , that’ Plat 
took feveral chings from the Sacred Writers. 
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LEIPSICK: 


T HE following Book has beer lately printed at Rw- 
' dolfad. | 


 Stletta Poctica, quibus continentur Ge. Sabin Preteptas Ul- 
viti ab Hatten Ars Verfificatoria’, Cl. Efpentel Elogiz feletiores, 
& Samuclis Rachelis Claffcs Tmperatortsml metrice : Collegit 
fiulague adjecit Carmina Joannes Henricad’ Acker. Rudol- 
fPadii, 1711. ip Sve. : 


=) Zhe Pieces-contain’d in this Colle&tion, deferved to be 
Jeprinted. The Rules of Georye Sabinui for the miakin 
Verfes., are very thnith-elfekaled® by A of their 
Brevity and Clearnéfs. He treats’ of the Choice atid Dif- 
‘Polition of s, Of Epithets, Piglires, atid H Y, 
and of the aults aad Beauties of Vetles. That’ r 
‘Was fo affeGed with Poetry’, thi he could ot forBedr 
weeping, when he read ah excéileHt Poem; ab Cenierari- 
spobletves in the Life oF Mélshcbthén. Sabinus fays 116- 
ching of Invention 3, and therefore’ M. Acker Way added 
ome Obfervations of his oii relatitig co thac Subjee. 


happy in pre 


fane Hiftory. 


‘The 4s Verffiéatoria written by Halvic ab Hatten, con- 
tains feveral Things, that may be of forme Ufe'to young 
People, His Satyr, entitled Nemes, has beenadded toit 


‘The Elégies of Claudius a are elegant, and worth 
a 


reading! M. Acker has added to thofe Pieces the Glafi: 
Taper aterum metrite. of Samuel Ratbeliut, becaafe they ‘are 
of great Ufe to form a clear Notion of the Series of ail 
the Emperors, and to fix it in‘one's Mind: 


PARTS. 


WO Satyrs of M. Defpregux , tranflated. into Laziz, 
ate newly come out, The Tranflator has; been ver 
Genin the Beauties of his Original : Fits 
Expreflions are juft and elegant, This fort of Pieces re- 
quire a great deal of Labour, when a Man confines him- 
felf to tranflate every Verfe iftto a Latin one, as M. Het- 


negrave has done. 


M. Guerin has publififd’ an Ode upon Hiftery oceafion'd 
by an Ofation of M. Coffit'concerning rhe Ufefulnifref Pr- 


peewee ee, 
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